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This pamphlet contains a foil and accurate account of a matter which was 
forced upon the General Convention, in 1854, by the action of its Executive 
Committee, and which has since obtained some notoriety through the publica- 
tion, in the Convention's organs, of two reports, both of which are singularly 
at variance with the facts and evidence in the case, and singularly unjust to in- 
nocent and aggrieved parties. 

The pamphlet is designed exclusively for receivers of the doctrines of the 
New Church, and more especially, the members of the General Convention. 

Copies will be sent, in the first instance, to the Rev. Thomas Wilks, and 
every member of the Executive Committee of the Convention ; and I shall wait 
awhile — perhaps three or four weeks — to hear any suggestions which those gen- 
tlemen may have to offer in relation to the matter, before circulating the pam- 
phlet more widely. I do this, because I prefer to err on the side of too great 
forbearance, rather than on the opposite side ; and because I can conceive of 
one way— on/y one — in which those brethren may prevent the general circula- 
tion throughout the New Church, of the facts herein set forth. 

In presenting the facts and evidence in this case in a printed form, I am 
not prompted by any personal feeling, nor by a wish to injure any one, but by 
the hope of adjusting, in some measure at least, a great wrong, to which the 
General Convention has now become a party, being itself involved in the 
wrong through its repeated efforts to shield the guilty. 

If gross and cruel calumnies, when uttered by the friends of hierarchy against 
it opponents, are to be treated by organized bodies of men as venial offences, or no 
offences at all — are to be hushed up or altogether overlooked, and the calumnia- 
tors elevated to offices of dignity in those bodies, then there is small hope for 
order, peace or quietness among brethren. When a single individual sides 
with the wrong, and pronounces the guilty innocent, it is sad enough. But 
how much more sad, to see a large and organized body of men ally itself with 
the wrong, and lend the weight of its influence to screen the guilty and con- 
demn the guiltless. 

I have many reasons for placing on record and in a readable form the facts 
and evidence in this case ; but I shall give only a few of them. 

1. First, it is a duty which I think I owe to myself. For the General Con- 
vention, through its Committee on the Journal, first gave publicity to this 
matter ; and in its published report upon it, in 1855, 1 am virtually charged 
with having brought false accusations against one of the brethren, and with 
having otherwise offended, in this particular case, against the divine law. Let 
the candid reader judge whether I am justly amenable to any such charge. 

2. Second, it is due, I think, to Mr. Wilks, that this statement should be 
given to the New Church public ; for he will then have an occasion, and in- 
deed will feel called upon, to make equally public the evidence which was deem- 
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ed sufficient by the Committees at Boston, and at Philadelphia, to destroy the 
united testimony of Mr. Miller, and Mr. Waldo, and to prove his own inno- 
cence ; — evidence which I have repeatedly asked to be favored with, but hither- 
to without success. Several persons besides myself are in doubt about the 
adequacy of the evidence referred to, and it is due to Mr. Wilks, therefore, that 
he should have a good occasion for making that evidence public. 

3. Then I believe, from conversation had with some of my Convention 
Brethren, that a very large portion of them labor still under a great mis- 
take in regard to this whole affair ; — some having been misled by the reports 
which have been privately circulated, and others quite as much by the publish- 
ed reports of the Convention. I think it is alike injurious to those brethren 
and to myself, that they should remain under the mistaken impression which 
they have imbibed, and which a plain statement of the facts, I think, would re- 
move. 

4. In the fourth place, this printed statement seems especially due to those 
excellent brethren, whose testimony in this case the verdict of the General Con- 
vention has pronounced worthless, and one of whom it has in substance adjud- 
ged guilty of perjury. So grave an offence as this, perpetrated by an organ- 
ized body of men against private individuals of unblemished character, ought 
not, as it seems to me, to be passed over in silence. And having in my posses- 
sion such evidence as I here present, I should not feel that I did right to allow 
it to slumber, and so let the Convention’s wrong go unredressed. 

5. Then the history of this affair, and the course pursued from the outset 
in relation to it, by those who hold the reins of government in the Convention, 
and thus shape all the proceedings of that Body, may possibly open the eyes of 
some persons to the mischief and dangers of such a hierarchy. It may show 
them something of its injustice and intolerance towards those who dissent from 
its policy, and its readiness to excuse or conceal the gravest misdemeanors in 
those who bow to its supremacy. 

6. But should this pamphlet accomplish nothing else, I think it can hardly 
fail to convince every one who reads it of the utter incapacity of the General 
Convention to exercise the judicial function, and the utter folly of appealing to 
that body to settle a difficulty between brethren. Thus it may save others some 
perplexity, and perhaps disappointment, and will certainly secure the Conven- 
tion against the possibility of ever again being troubled with a case of this 
sort. Such a verdict, when the testimony is duly considered, will, I feel sure, 
satisfy every sane man as to the judicial capacity of the General Convention. 
And the peremptory refusal of the Convention to allow me to tell to it the of- 
fence of one of its members, when respectfully solicited to do so, ought to make 
even its leaders see the glaring inconsistency between one of their acknow- 
ledged and fundamental rules of discipline, (Matt, xviii. 15-17,) and their prac- 
tice in this instance. And for its own credit’s sake, it is to be hoped that the 
Convention will hereafter abolish a rule of discipline, which it has itself so em- 
phatically repudiated the first time its fidelity was put to the test. 

Orange, Mat 27th, 1857. B. F. Barrett. 
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At the meeting of the General Convention, in Portland, in 1854, 
its Executive Committee, of which the President was Chairman, re- 
ported the name of the Rev. Thomas Wilks, of New York, as one of 
the Assistant Editors of the New Jerusalem Magazine, then issued u un- 
der the sanction, patronage and direction of the General Convention.” 
Up to this time Mr. Wilks had never belonged to the General Conven- 
tion, and his name had never been reported in its list of officers or. mem- 
bers. And, I had then in my possession, evidence which satisfied me, 
beyond the shadow of a doubt, that Mr. Wilks had been guilty of a very 
grave misdemeanor, of which he had never, to my knowledge, exhibited 
any s : gns of repentance. The misdemeanor was one which seemed to 
me of so serious a character, that I thought it ought to disqualify him 
for the ministry, and even for church membership, unless heartily re- 
pented of. The President of the Convention knew, also, of the nature 
of this misdemeanor, for he had had a brief statement of the facts from 
my own lips not long after the trespass was committed. Rut the mem- 
bers of that Convention generally, as I had reason to believe, were en- 
tirely ignorant of the facts in regard to the misdemeanor of Mr. W. 
which had come to my knowledge. 

I was not a Kttle surprised — knowing what I had some time previous 
communicated to Mr. Worcester, in regard to the offence charged upon 
Mr. Wilks — that the name of this latter should have been reported to 
the Convention for one of its officers, by a Committee of which the Presi- 
dent himself was Chairman. But having in my possession the facts and 
the evidence which I had, what was my duty, under the circumstances ? 
Placing Mr. Wilks in office, was equivalent to making him a mfember 
of the Convention, though he had never joined that body in any orderly 
or constitutional way. Honestly believing that a man, who was capable 
of doing his brother so great a wrong, as the evidence in my possession 
showed Mr. W. to have done, was unworthy to be a member of any 
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church, until he * had exhibited signs of sincere repentance, was it my 
duty to allow such a man to he foisted upon the Convention by the Ex- 
ecutive Committee, and virtually made a member thereof, contrary to 
the provisions of its constitution ? I thought not. I felt it to be my 
duty to protest against this arbitrary and unconstitutional method of 
making members of the Convention. But I did not wish to expose to 
the church at large the cruel wrong of which Mr. Wilks had been guilty. 
I therefore rose in my seat, and moved that the name of the Rev. Thomas 
Wilks be strioken from the list of names reported by the Executive 
Committee, on the ground that he was not a member of the Convention . 
This I deemed a good and valid objection, as it was a constitutional one. 
But it was not heeded. In spite of my earnest protest, based upon my 
constitutional rights, it was insisted that Mr. Wilks’ name should be re- 
tained where the Executive Committee had placed it. Seeing that this just 
and constitutional objection was altogether unheeded by most of my 
brethren (though I had never before known an individual out of the Con- 
vention to be made an officer in that body, against the remonstrance of even 
a solitary member), I stated, with much reluctance, that I had other, and 
still stronger reasons, for asking that Mr. Wilks’ name be stricken out, but 
that I did not wish to state those reasons publicly, before the Conven- 
tion ; — that I thought it most prudent, kind, and charitable, not to do 
so ; — that I would willingly state them to the Executive Committee, or 
to any other committee whom the Convention might appoint, and they 
might judge of their validity. This most reasonable proposition — and 
one which, I think, ought to convince even the most prejudiced, how un- 
willing I was to give publicity to Mr. Wilks’ offence, was not listened to. 
So far from it, I was charged with uncharitableness for even making 
such a proposition. It was, some said (and said in not the most kind or 
Christian temper), dealing in innuendoes. It was virtually insinuating 
that there was something about Mr. Wilks a little too bad to be made 
public. By such uncharitable remarks as these, and by the unreasona- 
ble and vehement opposition which my proposition to refer this matter 
to a committee met with, I was constrained to say in substance, u Well, 
since brethren are determined to bring Mr. Wilks into the Convention 



in this peculiar way, and contrary to my solemn protest, and since they 
refuse even to appoint a Committee to hear and consider my objections, 
and since I dislike innuendoes and like plain speaking, probably as much 
as any other person, I will say that my principal reason for objecting to 
Mr. Wilks’ coming into this Convention, or being appointed to any office 
in it, is, that he has been guilty of a grave misdemeanor — a cruel slan- 
der — and one which has never be^ftfctracted nor acknowledged.” Upon 

/Mg ' 
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this, I was called to order by the President, and signs of disapprobation 
were expressed by the Convention, sucb as were unbecoming a Christian 
assembly. 

Now I can truly say, that in the course I pursued on that occasion, 

I acted as wisely and as prudently as I knew how. And from that day 
to this, I have not been able to see wherein I could have acted more 
wisely or discreetly than I did, and done my duty as a Christian, or as 
a member of the Convention. Spite of my earnest remonstrance, Mr. 
Wilks was retained in the office to which the Executive Committee had 
appointed him ; for that Committee never suffer any of their doings to 
be reversed, and woe to the man who intimates that they ever should be 
reversed. But he was not then admitted, formally, into full mem- 
bership. And it was voted — and the vote had my cordial concurrence — 
that nothing which had been said in Convention, in relation to this mat- 
ter, should appear upon the Journal. And nothing of it did appear. 
It was an unpleasant matter ; and if what had transpired had been pub- 
lished, it would undoubtedly have been to the prejudice of Mr. Wilks. 

And notwithstanding the unreasonable and most unjust manner in 
which I was treated on the occasion referred to, I very cheerfully con- 
sented to take the advice of the President — which was, to go and see 
Mr. Wilks in person in relation to the matter complained of, agreeably 
to the teaching of Matt, xviii., 15-17, according to the literal sense. 
And I acted upon that advice, as will be seen in my letter to the Rev. 
T. Worcester, under date of June 22, 1855. I first went to Mr. Wilks, 
privately, with a sincere desire that he might be able to satisfy me that 
he had not done the great wrong attributed to him ; or, if he had, that 
he might exhibit such signs of sorrow and repentance as the heinous 
character of his offence demanded. But, getting no satisfaction from 
this private interview, I subsequently called on him again for the same 
purpose in company with brother Waldo ; but this visit was even more 
unsatisfactory than the former, and attended with no better results. 

Not long after this, at the Convention in Boston, June 27, 1855, 
which I was prevented from attending by sickness in my family, Mr. 
Wilks presented the following memorial : — 

To the General Convention : — 

The undersigned, formerly a member of the Central Convention, respectfully 
asks to be admitted a member of your body, as a Minister of the New Church. 

And whereas, at the last meeting of the General Convention at Portland, 
the Rev. B. F. Barrett made certain statements affecting the private character 
of the undersigned, and calculated, if generally believed, to greatly prejudice, 
if not destroy, his usefulness as a Minister of the Lord’s New Church) he would, 
therefore, most respectfully request that the matter should be investigated at 
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the present session of the Convention in an impartial and careful manner, in 
order that the truth concerning the unpleasant affair may be satisfactorily ar- 
rived at, and that the result of the investigation be made as public as the charge 
has been against the subscriber. Respectfully, 

Thomas Wilks. 



The following is the report of the Committee to whom the above 
memorial was referred. And notwithstanding Mr. W ilks had only asked 
that this report be made H as public as the charge had been ” — not one 
line of which “ charge ’’ had ever been published — the report was im- 
mediately spread before the receivers of tl^e New Church in America^ 
through the columns of both the Convention’s organs. Whether the 
eagerness and speed with which this report was printed and circulated, 
arose from the fact that its obvious aim and tendency were to screen 
Mr. Wilks from eyen a suspicion of wrong, and to damage the reputa- 
tion, and destroy the influence of Mr. Barrett, I leave for others to 
decide. 



Boston, Junk 29, 1855. 

“ The Committee to whom was referred the request of Mr. Wilks, asking to 
be admitted a member of the Convention, and for investigation of the charges 
preferred by Mr. Barrett against him, have attended to the duty assigned them, 
and would respectfully report, — That, from the evidence laid before them from 
Mr. Barrett, and the testimony produced by Mr. Wilks, the Committee are of 
the opinion that Mr. Barrett labored under a mistaken impression concerning 
the agency which Mr. Wilks had in the matter of his grievances, and that, 
under the influence of this impression, he erroneously charged Mr. Wilks with 
injuring his character as a man and minister of the church.* The Committee 
are also unanimously in the opinion, that Mr. Wilks has satisfactorily estab- 
lished his innocence of the charges made by Mr. Barrett, and that he should 
sustain no loss of the confidence of his brethren, or of his character and stand- 
ding as a minister of the New Church, on that account. 

“ The Committee, in conclusion, would respectfully call attention to what ap- 
pears to be a want of conformity to true order, on the part of the two brethren 
that have been involved in the difficulty in question, in not seeking to be guided 
by the divine law in settling the same between themselves at first ; and it is be- 



* The reader should bear in mind that I had never publicly preferred the speci- 
fic charge here alleged by this Committee. I had simply stated, under the con- 
straining circumstances already narrated, that my grand objection to the Executive 
Committee’s bestowing upon Mr. Wilks any office in the gift of the Convention, was, 
that he had been guilty of a cruel-slander, and one which had never to my know- 
ledge been repented of. So that all which, this Committee here say about Mr. B.’s 
charging Mr. W. “with injuring character as a man and minister of the New 
Church,” is entirely gratuitous. 
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lieved that such a course would have prevented much that has transpired of 
an exceedingly unpleasant and painful character in the case.' 5 

All which is respectfully submitted, 

Oliver Gerrish, ) 

Isaac S. Britton, v Committee .* 
^ A. E. Small, ) 



* In a letter received from the Chairman of this Committee under date of July 
11th, 1855, shortly after the above report was rendered, I find the following passage, 
which shows either that Mr. Gerrish had not read M». Miller’s first letter, which he 
acknowledges was in the hands of the Committee, or had read it under some 'pre- 
conceived opinion or sinister influence, which caused him to find in it something 
quite different from what is really there. For he says : “ On reference to Mr. Miller’s 
first letter to you, you will notice that Mr. Moffat called on him and asked him 
what he would think, &c. — Mr. Moffat does not give his author, but Mr. Miller infers 
that it is Mr. Wilks, and charges him with it.” Let the reader turn to this letter of 
Mr. Miller’s (No. I.) on page 11, and he will see with how little attention, Or under 
what sort of influence Mr. Gerrish must have read that letter. 

I have also before me the copy of a letter from Mr. Miller to Mr. Gerrish, under 
date of Nov. 10, 1848, upon this same subject 1 , which proves that the latter had re- 
ceived from some source a totally false impression in regard to this affair at that 
early period. The letter is in reply to one from Mr. Gerrish, under date of Nov. 
6th, and Mr. Miller tries, throughout, to disabuse the mind of Mr. G. of the errone- 
ous impressions under which he was laboring. Thus he says : 

“And then again you say * If Mr. Barrett had manifested a state or feeling of sel- 
fishness towards Mr. W., would not' Mr. W. be likely to seek other society?’ He 
would unquestionably. But then I ask, where is the evidence that Mr. Barrett did 
manifest such a state of feeling towards Mr. W. ? I certainly am unable to discover 
by the letters that be did. But one thing I have for a long time observed, that, for 
several years past, there have been some five or six professed New Churchmen here 
in New-York, who have evinced the greatest desire to detract and defame Mr. 
Barrett. And may it not be possible that theirs is the society that Mr. Wilks -has 
sought, without any act of Mr. Barrett? And if it is so, is it very strange that Mr. 
Barrett should have treated this matter severely, knowing as he did, the system 
which had been carried on for years, and in such a way, too, that the authors and 
abettors of the system, never could be reached.” 

Again in the same letter : — 

“ For he [Mr. Barrett] was charged with having committed a fraud and theft 
against Mr. Wilks and those who contributed through Mr. B. what they did to Mr. 
Wilks. And it was one of those acts of charity which was so misrepresented and 
falsified, and which was well aimed, and to all appearance well calculated to destroy 
the character of Mr. Barrett as a man, and his influence as a minister of the New 
Church. And has Mr. Wilks shown any desire to repair the wrong? None what- 
ever.” 

The whole of this letter is in a tone of earnest remonstrance with Mr. Gerrish, 
for allowing himself to cherish the false impression, in relation to this matter which 
he had some how imbibed. This explains, in part, the reason why the report of this 
committee is as we find it. The strange thing about it is, that , a gentleman 
2 
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In this report the reader will notioe that Mr. Barrett is said to have 
44 labored under a mistaken impression ” in regard to the agency Mr. W. 
had in the matter complained of, that he had 44 erroneously charged Mr. 
Wilks with injuring his character,” and that Mr. Wilks had 44 satisfacto- 
rily established his innocence of the charges made by Mr. Barrett,” and 
that he ought, therefore, 44 to sustain no loss of the confidence of his 
brethren.” That there had been, 44 on the part of the two brethren’’ 
(evidently meaning on the part of Mr. Barrett especially), 44 a want of 
conformity to true order, in not seeking to be guided by the divine law 
in settling the difficulty ” in the outset. Now, if I had really been guilty 
to "the extent alleged in the report of this Committee — if I had accused 
a brother falsely, and in my manner of doing it had broken the divine 
law, then surely I ought to implore the divine forgiveness for such offences, 
and the forgiveness of my brethren ; and I should not fail to do it. But 
I shall not assume the province of judge in this matter. I have no de- 
sire, nor would it become me to do'so. I think I can afford to leave 
others to judge, When they shall have weighed the evidence of Mr. Wilks’ 
guilt, which I here offer, and an important part of which (letters marked 
No I. and No. Y.) was furnished to that very Committee. And, if the 
reader should find it difficult to conceive what motive could have prompted 
the Convention to render a verdict in this case so unjust and perjudicial 
to myself, and so entirely contrary to the evidence, he may, perhaps, 
find a partial solution of his difficulty, if he will read a series of calm 
criticisms from my pen, of the doings and short-comings of the General 
Convention, published in the New Church Repository only a few months 
previous to that Convention in Boston ; and if he will, in addition 
to this, consider that, for some time previous, I had incurred the dis- 
pleasure of the President and other leading men in the Convention, by 
venturing to entertain and express views upon the subject of re-baptism 
somewhat at variance with theirs ; while Mr. Wilks, only a few months 
before, had published a pamphlet, zealously advocating the Convention 
doctrine on this subject, and insisting that baptism by any other hands 
than those of a professedly New Church Minister, is without validity, 
and not to be recognized as baptism. But what influence this may have 
had in perverting judgment, it is not for me to say. Each one must 
judge for himself. And now for the facts and the evidence. 

In the spring of 1848, I received and accepted a call to become the 



of Hr. Gerrish’s good sense, having at an early day made up his mind about this 
matter, should not have seen the impropriety of his serving on that committee ; 
for by the rules of our civil tribunals, he would have been pronounced ineompetent. 
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pastor of the first Society of the New Church in Cincinnati, and re- 
moved to that city early in the month of May. ' In less than two months 
after my arrival in Cincinnati, I received from my friend and brother 
in the Church, Thomas S. Miller, of New York city, the following 
letter : — 

B.— (No. I.) 

New Yoke, June 23d, 1848. 

Rev. B. F. Barrett, 

Dear Sir I have just arrived from Boston, where I have been during the 
Convention, and was very much gratified with my visit. The proceedings of 
Convention you will be able to get a better account of from your delegate and 
from the Magazine, than I can communicate. Therefore, I will content myself by 
expressing an opinion that everything indicates a radical change in the organi- 
zation of that body. But the principal object that induces me to write to you 
at this time Js, to” obtain correct information of a subject which has been made 
use of by one of our members, in a way calculated to injure you in the minds 
of those that are not acquainted with you. And to the point About three 
weeks ago, Mr. J . L. Moffat called at the store, and, after some conversation, 
asked me what I would think of you, when informed that you had received 
some cloth as a present for Mr. Wilks, and that he at first declined to accept 
it ; but that you insisted that he should, and sent it to his house ; and then, 
about two years afterwards, just before you left here, you sent him a bill for 
the same cloth, amounting to $8,00, and received pay for the same. I replied to 
Mr. Moffat, that ’ such a charge as that was so incredible, that I could not give 
an opinion on a mere supposition, and asked him for the evidence, which he 
could not give me, but would apply to Mr. Wilks for the desired evidence. I 
then expressed to Mr. M. my strong disapprobation of such a course in any 
one claiming to be a New Churchman, or a Christian, in supposing cases, and 
insinuating that'they were" true, ^without having facts to sustain them in such 
insinuations, more particularly when aimed against an absent man. After 
some further conversation, Mr. M. left, and said he would obtain the evidence 
or facts in the matter. I told him to do so. Not having heard anything more 
of the matter, I concluded it was a sort of vision of Mr. Moffat’s, and best to 
say nothing more about it. But on my return from Boston, I met Mr. Wilks in 
Providence, and we returned to New York by the same boat ; and in conver- 
sation about various matters, it occurred to my mind to ask Mr. W. about the 
matter ; and to my inquiries, Mr. Wilks stated : 

That about two years ago, when he resided in Williamsburg, ho called at 
your house, and you informed him that you had two yards of cloth for him, and 
he declined to accept it, as he was not able to pay for it, and was not willing to 
receive it’as a present ; but^you* insisted that it was for him, and he must ac- 
cept it, which he, however, refused to do ; and that, some time after, he having 
removed to New' York, "you sent it to his^house directing the bearer to leave 
it ; and on its being soleft, he (Mr. W.) remonstrated and objected to receiv- 
ing it, and observed that he could not use it until he should pay for it. And 
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thus the matter stood : the cloth left with Mr. W., and nothing more said or 
done about it, until a few days, before you left here, he received a bill from you, 
through Mr. John Allen, for two yards of cloth, at $4,00 a yard, amounting to 
$8,00, which he paid. He informed me that he had not mentioned the subject 
to any person but Mr. Allen.* I remarked to him, that as the matter now 
stood in the absence of any explanation from you, the influence that would 
be drawn, was, that you had received a present from others for Mr. Wilks, 
and that you had received pay for it from him, and appropriated it to your own 
use. And as I was not prepared to put that construction on the matter, that 
I would, if he had no objection, write to you and inform you of his statement ; 
and that I had not the least doubt that the whole matter would be explained by 
you satisfactorily to the mind of every one. He said he had no objection to 
my doing so, if I was careful to state just what he had told ; and therefore I 
have written this to you, giving his statement, in every essential, and in about 
the same words, or as near as I could give them. 

And now, my dear Sir, I will repeat that I have not the shadow 
of a doubt, that you will be able to give a satisfactory explanation of the whole 
matter, should you consider it of sufficient consequence to notice. Please 
write me, and if I should deem it necessary to pursue the matter any further, I 
will use your communication, if I judge it to be requisite, in your behalf. 

Please give my love to Mrs. Barrett, and all others of my New Church ac- 
quaintances, not forgetting Mr. Wayne, and believe me, 

Yours truly, 

Thomas S. Miller. 

Now if Mr. Wilks’ statement, as here reported by Mr. Miller had 
been true, then Mr. Barrett had certainly been guilty of a very heinous 
offence, and one which could not fail to ruin his reputation wherever 
this story should be believed. He had received goods given him in 
charity expressly for Mr. Wilks, had sent the goods to Mr. Wilks con- 
trary to his remonstrance, declaring that they were /or him, and insist- 
ing that he should accept them ; and then, two years afterwards, had sent 
to Mr. W. his bill for the same goods, received the money for them, and 
appropriated it to his own use. This was the impression which Mr. 
Wilks’ own statement of the matter made upon Mr. Miller’s mind, at 
the very time Mr. Miller called on him for the particulars ; and from 
Mr. Miller’s remark at the close-of this statement, Mr. W. knew that just 
this impression had been made upon him. This was the impression re- 
ceived by Mr. Miller when he first heard the story from Mr. Moffat. 



* [On account of the unfriendly feelings which Mr. Wilks well knew were at that 
time cherished by Mr. Allen towards Mr. Barrett, making such a statement to Mr. A* 
was almost as sure to give it a wide circulation, as if he had printed it in a public 
newspaper.] 
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This is the way, too, that Mr. Moffat himself had understood Mr. Wilks 
to have stated the matter ; hence the reason of his saying, “ What 
would you think of Mr. Barrett, if informed that he had done such a 
thing?” adding, that he would obtain^from Mr. Wilks the evidence 
that he had done so. And this is the form in which the story circulated, 
being in all cases traced to Mr. Wilks as the author. If the story had 
been true, it is plain that Mr. Barrett had done an act which was no bet- 
ter than stealing — stealing in not a very genteel way either — from one 
of his needy brethren in the Ministry. Indeed, the transaction, as sta- 
ted by Mr. Wilks, was rather worse than ordinary theft. 

Now let any one of my brethren in the Ministry reflect how he 
would probably feel, on learning that such a story as this had been set 
on foot about himself by a brother minister, and was being secretly cir- 
culated from mouth to mouth while he was many hundred miles 
away. Let him reflect, too, upon the very aggravating circumstances 
in this case, as disclosed in the following letter, and I think he will not 
wonder at, nor find it difficult to forgive, the degree of feeling exhibited 
in my letter written in answer to Mr. Miller’s of June 23d, and which 
I here publish : — 

(No. II.) 

Cincinnati, July 1st, 1848. 

Mr. T. S. Miller, 

Dear Sir : — I have this moment received and read your Ieller of the 23d 
ult., with feelings of unmingled pain and sorrow. I could not have believed 
that a man professing what Mr. Wilks professes, and occupying the position 
that he occupies, could have circulated a report so false and calumnious as he 
knows the statement to be that he has made to yourself and others, in regard 
to the transaction referred to between him and me. I will here make a simple 
statement of all the facts in the case, and I believe that my word will be receiv- 
ed by all who are acquainted with me ; and should there he any who doubt my 
veracity, my wife, who knows the facts, will testify to the truth of all I say. 

When the Rev. Thomas W ilks first received the doctrines of the New Church, 
and had communicated to me his desire and intention to devote himself to the 
New Church ministry, I, of course, felt a good deal of interest in him. I soon 
learned that he was in indigent circumstances-^that he was unable to purchase 
anything like genteel apparel for himself or family. He himself told me that his 
wife had not a bonnet or dress suitable to appear in at Church, and that this was 
why she felt unwilling to attend our meetings with him ; and his own clothes 
were very rusty. I immediately interested myself in his behalf, and soon ob- 
tained from among our friends some cloth or clothing for him. I do not now 
remember what amount, but all that I obtained was given him. Mrs. Barrett 
also interested herself for Mrs. Wilks, and obtained from our lady friends, some- 
thing for her in the way of clothing. I also obtained from our brethren, a con- 
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tribution of several volumes of New Church books for Mr. Wilks ; and a small 
sum of money— $20, I think — was allowed him from the treasury of the Gen- 
eral Convention, at my solicitation. Just about that time I received as a pres- 
ent for myself , from Mrs. Fairfax Catlett, sufficient broadcloth for a coat. 
This I immediately determined ' to give to Mr. Wilks, as I was not myself in 
immediate need of it. I accordingly told Mr. W. that I would give him that 
broadcloth — that I wished him to accept it as a present from me — that it had 
been given me by a kind friend, but I thought that he (Mr. W.) needed it 
more than I did. And never, I believe, did gift from mortal man go freer or 
more affectionately than that did from me. And it was, to all appearance, 
thankfully received by Mr. Wilks. He appeared very grateful, and expressed 
himself so. He did not then say one word, as I remember, about refusing it — 
not a word that could be construed into declining to accept the gift. On the 
contrary, he seemed very thankful, as he had reason to be, for what he must 
have seen I gave so freely. The broadcloth was then at my house. Mr. W. 
said he would leave it there with my permission, as he had not then the means to 
pay for making it into a coat ; and as he should get it made in New York, when 
he was able, he could then call at my house and take it. I said, very well, and 
added, that perhaps I could get some tailor of my acquaintance to make it for 
him at a reduced price, which I tried to do, as Mr. Howard may possibly re" 
member. 

Shortly after this, Mr. Wilks received a license to preach, from Mr. De- 
Charms of Baltimore, which greatly surprised me, after all the professions of 
friendship for, gratitude towards, and confidence in me, which he had so often 
and freely expressed. I could scarcely believe it until I called on Mr. Wilks, 
(which I did immediately, in company with Mr. Ropes) and ascertained the 
fact from himself. The explanation that he then gave was satisfactory to me, 
though it did not seem to be to Mr. W. ; for he came the whole way from 
Williamsburg to my house the next day, to explain farther, or to talk more 
about it, and to express.his regret at what he had permitted to be done for him 
by Mr. DeCharms. He pretended not to know that the General Convention 
granted licenses to candidates, although, I had myself told him the course to be 
pursued in entering the ministry, and he had read our Rules of Order but a 
short time before. 

Some two months or so, I should^think, passed by, and Mr. Wilks did not 
call for his cloth, feeling, as I supposed, some delicacy about it, after the course 
he had taken. But I considered that cloth his property, after I had given it 
to him, and he had thankfully received it — none the less his, because it still re- 
mained in my house. And, in order to relieve him from the embarrassment, 
which I thought he might very naturally feel in calling for the cloth, I sent it 
to his house in New York, accompanied with a friendly note. This,il think, 
was some time in the month of May, 1846, shortly after he removed from Wil- 
liamsburg. And although 1 saw Mr. Wilks at least two or three times be- 
tween this and the middle of June following, he said not a word, as I remem- 
ber, about the cloth or note that had been sent, (there was no need of a word) 
— certainly not a word about declining to accept the gift. 
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In June following, Mr. W. went to Baltimore, and was there ordained by 
Mr. De Charms, contrary to.his repeated, express and solemn declarations given 
by him to me, freely and unsolicited, just before he left New York. Some 
weeks after his return — I cannot say how many — he called at my house, and 
then, for the first time , said he did not wish to receive that broadcloth of me as 
a present — he wished I would allow him to pay me for it. This surprised and 
grieved me. I remonstrated with him ; told him it had been freely given by 
me, and as freely received by him some time before ; and that, notwithstand- 
ing the course he had pursued about his ordination, had surprised me a good 
deal after all his solemn pledges, (not one of which had ever been solicited) 1 
still wished to remain on friendly and brotherly terms with him ; and begged 
that he would not now insist on my doing an act which was so repugnant to 
my feelings, and which would look as if he did not feel towards me as I wished 
him to feel — did not feel friendly. He still insisted on my allowing him to pay 
me for the cloth — said his friends were not satisfied to have him accept it as a 
present from me. He mentioned the name of Mr. Yan Nortwick, and I think, 
remarked that Mr. Y. said he would rather pay me for the cloth himself, and 
would willingly do so, rather than he should be indebted to me for it. I told 
him he need not consider himself indebted to me in the least for anything I had 
given him, or done for him ; that I had merely done what I had felt prompted 
by the Divine Being to do, and therefore, merely my duty. After saying all 
that I knew how to say — and the conversation was a long, but not an excited 
or impassioned one — against receiving pay for that which I had originally 
parted with as a free gift to him, Mr. Wilks still insisted that he would not 
receive it as a present. I then told him I would take the cloth back — that it 
was a present to me, and I could not think of receiving pay for it, or of selling 
it. This— and it struck me as very strange at the time, but I now see through 
it — this, Mr. W. was unwilling that I should do ; said that he wanted the 
cloth, but was not able to pay me for it then, but would do so by and by. At 
last I was forced by his importunities, to say, as I did : w Well, Mr. Wilks, for 
the sake of peace and good fellowship, I will do in this case, whatever will be 
most satisfactory to you. If you insist on paying me for the cloth, reluctant 
as I am to have you do so, I will, to satisfy you, consider it henceforth as a 
debt.” These are the words I used, as near as I can now remember. With 
this, Mr. W. expressed himself satisfied. He then asked me the price of the 
cloth. I told him I did not know, as it was given to me, but I supposed it 
was worth about $ 8 . To this, Mr. W. assented, and we parted with perfectly 
friendly feelings on my part, and with a strong desire to remain still on friend- 
ly terms with Mr. W., if he would permit me to do so ; although I confess that 
his singular course about that piece of cloth — the determined manner in which 
he insisted on paying me for it, after having received it thankfully as a gift, 
six months before, had deeply wounded my feelings. But from that moment, I 
regarded the cloth no longer as a gift , but as a debt — and this, because 1 prom- 
ised him that I would so regard it — the only thing with which he would be 
satisfied. I regarded the debt as much more sacred too, than I should have 
done, had I sold him the cloth originally, because of the severe struggle which 
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it had cost me to comply with what seemed to me his most unreasonable re- 
quest. 

This was about two years ago. Since that time and during the last year 
especially, Mr. Wilks has not treated me in that friendly manner in which I feel 
that I deserved to be treated, and in which I have endeavored to treat him. 
Moreover, circumstances, which I need not here mention, led me to suspect that 
Mr. W. never intended to pay me for the cloth, even at the time when he was 
insisting so strenuously on my allowing him to do so — which, I am sorry to say, 
turns out to be a fact. In order, however, that my mind might be relieved o n 
this point— that I might think better of Mr. Wilks, if he should give me evi- 
dence that he deserved to be thought better of— I resolved to put his intentions 
to the test, and to do what I otherwise should not have done — to remind him 
of the debt which had not been adjusted. Accordingly a few days before I left 
New York, I addressed a note to Mr. W. stating what was a fact, that I was 
in want of funds, was about to remove from New-York, &c., and should 
be glad if he would settle the little matter between us. , I believe I men- 
tioned the sum of #8,00, but told him he could make it less if he chose. 
I did not make out any bill, nor even mention the doth , yards, or any thing of 
the sort, thinking that if Mr. Wilks had forgotten the conversation on the 
subject two years ago, and the agreement that he then extorted from me, 
(which it is impossible that he could have forgotten) he would be led to ask an 
explanation of the meaning of my note. For had he not remembered that 
conversation — the only time that ever a word was said about the price or the 
yards of that cloth— he would not have known whether the $8,00 was for the 
coat pattern, or for other clothing, or for books, or money, all of which he had 
received through me and my wife. But he asked no explanation of my note. 
He made no complaint to me by word or writing, as if I had done something 
out of the way, or something unexpected to him. He merely sent me #§,00 
by Mr. Allen, without even writing me a word. 

This is the simple truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth concer- 
ning this affair ; and this, as our illumined Swedenborg once said, “ I am rqady 
at any time to affirm with the most solemn oath that can be offered in this 
matter.” Were this moment my last on earth, I would, were it needful, assert 
with my dying breath, that what I have here stated is, in every important 
particular, strictly true. But I am happy in the belief that my character for 
veracity, integrity, and honorable conduct, is sufficiently well established where- 
ever I have been known for the last thirty years, to render wholly unnecessary 
any such solemn asseverations. I may not always be strictly accurate in regard 
to dates ; but in regard to the main facts themselves, and the precise order of 
their occurrence, I know that I am correct, and Mr. Wilks knows so too , what- 
ever he may say to the contrary. They are of such a nature that he cannot 
have forgotten or misremembered them. 

And now when you compare the statement I have here made, with that made 
to you and others by Mr. Wilks, you will see how shamefully and cruelly that 
man has slandered me. He has stated two or three facts it is true ; but having 
inverted the Order of these facts, and having suppressed other important 
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facts, and added some things that are utterly untrue, he has made out a 
story which is false from beginning to end, and as gross a calumny as ever fell 
from human lips. v 

And when I considered that it was through me that Mr. Wilks first received 
the doctrines of Heaven — through me that he was introduced into the visible 
Church — through me that he received cheerful counsel, encouraging words, and 
friendly succor, when he most needed them — through me that he obtained aid 
in books, money, clothing, &c., when he was in a state of great destitution — 
and when I consider that I have never spoken of him, and never treated him 
in any other than a friendly and charitable manner, notwithstanding his own 
most singular course toward me — the cruel calumny which he has set on foot. „ 
and which his friends are now busy in circulating when I am far away, fills 
me with pain and sorrow unutterable. Never in my life have I been so 
wronged by any individual — and by a man, too, from whom I deserve, if I de- 
serve it from any person on earth, nothing but kindness, respect and love. 

It is not for me to judge Mr. W. — the Lord forbid that I should do that. 
Neither do I desire for him anything worse than the All Wise and Merciful 
One shall see fit to inflict — shall see to be for his best and eternal good. On 
account of himself and his family, and especially on account of the church, 
which, by this calumny, he has so greatly dishonored, I mourn and grieve. 
But my prayer is that he may be led to make that full, humble, and penitent 
confession of his guilt in this instance, which alone can wipe it away, and re- 
pair in some measure, the wrong he has done me. I wish you to read this let- 
ter to Mr. W., and also to all others who may have heard, or may hear, his 
story. And if the calumny has found its way beyond the limits of your city, 
I wish it might be followed by a copy of this letter. I shall wait with some 
solicitude to learn what Mr. Wilks intends to do towards setting the matter 
right. Yours truly, 

B. F. Barrett. 

I have carefully read this letter of my husband, and can testify that, in eve- 
ry important particular with which I am acquainted, it is strictly true. 

Elizabeth Barrett. 

The above letter was sent for the satisfaction of Mr. Miller, and the 
rest of my brethren in New York, who had heard, and been much 
afflicted by, this scandalous report. But I felt that my whole duty was 
not done until I had written Mr. Wilks a private letter, complaining 
of the great wrong he had done me, and asking how he intended to ad- 
just or repair it. I have not a copy of that letter, but the evidence 
that I wrote such an one is seen in the following from Mr. Wilks, writ- 
ten in reply. 
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(No. III.) 

Niw-Yobk, Sept. 20th, 1848. 

Rev. Sir 

I received yours of the 13th inst yesterday, in which I am accused of setting 
in circulation a cruel and malignant slander about you. Of this charge I am 
perfectly guiltless. If your friend, Mr. Miller, busies himself in going about 
from one person to another, scraping up all he can, putting his own construc- 
tion upon it, and then dealing it out to others in his own way, you should 
charge him with the circulation of the report, and not me. As far as I can 
understand, all that has been said upon this subject has been solely through 
• Mr. Miller. 

You ask me what I intend to do in the premises. I answer, noting— inas- 
much as I have had nothing to do with the circulation of any report. 

Very Respectfully Yours, 

Thomas Wilks. 

Not satisfied to leave the matter so, and feeling that a man who was 
capable of doing so great a wrong as it appeared that Mr. Wilks had 
done, was unworthy the office of a Christian minister, and wishing to 
afford him a full and fair opportunity of vindicating his innocence, I 
next submitted to him, through two of my New York brethren, the fol- 
lowing 

Proposition. (No. IY.) 

“ Whereas, Mr. Thomas S. Miller, of New York City, has sent me in 
writing a statement made to him by the Rev. Thomas Wilks, touching a trans- 
action between Mr. Wilks and myself ; and whereas I am informed that Mr* 
Wilks has since acknowledged Mr. Miller’s report of his statement to be sub* 
stantially correct ; and whereas I must pronounce Mr. Wilks’ statement to Mr. 
Miller as reported to me (which statement I am informed he has made to 
others also) to be false in every essential particular, and calumnious in the 
highest degree ; and whereas Mr. Wilks in attempting to exculpate himself, has 
(if correctly reported by Mr. Miller) told some ten or twelve additional falsehoods; 
and whereas I have pursued towards Mr. W. such a course as the laws of 
charity seem to me to require — giving him every opportunity to make amends 
for his wrong— and he has positively refused to do anything in the premises, 
alleging that he is * perfectly guiltless’ of having set any report in circulation 
about me ; and whereas I am obliged, as the matter now stands, to regard Mr. 
Wilks as a man destitute of moral principle — as a base and wilful slanderer, 
and as such, unfit for the Christian ministry, and unworthy the respect and 
confidence of the members of the New Church ; and whereas it is painful to me 
to regard and speak of Mr. Wilks in this manner, having no desire to con- 
demn or injure him, therefore I hereby propose to the Rev. Thomas Wilks, as 
an amicable and peaceful mode of adjusting this difficulty, and of proving his 
innocence of the thing charged upon him, if proof of it there be— that the 
whole affair be submitted for investigation to an ecclesiastical court, consisting 
of the New Church ministers east of the Allegany Mountains, to be held in the 
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oitj of New York, either the week before or the week after the meeting of the 
General Convention, in June, 1849. With this course I will be satisfied, pro- 
vided Mr. Wilks will pledge himself before witnesses or in writing, to abide 
bj the decision of such ecclesiastical court. 

B. F. Barrett. 

“ Cincinnati, Oct. 28, 1848.* 

The above proposition was submitted to Mr. Wilks on the 18th of 
Nov., 1848, through Mr. John McCraith, accompanied by Mr. Oliver 
J. Noyes, then both of New York, and personally acquainted with Mr. 
Wilks ; but Mr. W. declined accepting it. And there this matter rested, 
until the Executive Committee of the General Convention, in 1854, in- 
sisted on making Mr. Wilks an officer of that body before he had become 
a member, and contrary to my earnest remonstrance, and solemn protest. 

And notwithstanding the General Convention, in its published report, 
has charged me with u not seeking to be guided by the divine law in 
settling this difficulty at first," I really do not see how it was possible 
for me, under the circumstances, to have acted more in “ conformity 
to true order ’’ than I did. I was 800 miles distant from Mr. Wilks. 
What more did the laws of charity require me to do, than I actually 
did do ? I have never yet been able to see what more I ought to have 
done. 

It will be seen that the charge of slander against Mr. Wilks, is based, 
not upon anything that Mr. Allen, or Mr. Moffat, or any one else may 
have said, but solely and exclusively upon Mr. Wilks’ own statement in 
Mr. M.’s first letter to me — (No. I.) 

Did Mr. Miller report Mr. Wilks correctly in that letter ? The evi- 
dence ihat he did so, is exceedingly strong — so strong, that I see not 
how it is possible to doubt it. He made a copy of that letter, word for 
word; and this copy, or that part of it containing the report of Mr. 
Wilks’ statement, he read to Mr. W. in the presence of Mr. Waldo, 
and Mr. Wilks pronounced it correct in every important particular. 
Here is Mr. Miller’s testimony on this point. He says : — 

A.— (No. Y.) 

Nkw-York, Sunday, Sept. 3, 1848. 

I called this afternoon on Mr. Wilks in company with Mr. Waldo, and in- 
troduced the subject of my letter of June 23d, 1848, to Mr. Barrett, and, from 
a copy, read that part which referred to Mr. Wilks* statement to me about the 
cloth, which he stated was substantially true. And being about reading it over to 
Mr. Wilks the second time, I remarked to him that it was exceedingly diffi- 
cult to write down the exact words of a conversation, and I was desirous of 
writing down nothing but the truth. I would read the part containing his 
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statement again ; and if there were any words used' that conveyed any different 
impression than he intended to convey, I wished he would point it out and correct 
it. Also if there was any thing there written, that he had not said to me, if he 
would tell me I would erase it. He said he would do so. And on my read- 
ing the second time his statement, Mr. Wilks said, as to its being about two 
years from the time the cloth was sent, he could not be sure as to the period of 
time. I remarked, “ That is unimportant.” He also said that the words, “ as 
he was not able to pay for it,” were not used to me by him in that conversa- 
tion. There was no itker exception taken by Mr. Wilks to any thing which I 
had written to Mr. Barrett as Mr. Wilks' statement to me on board of the steam- 
boat. 

tl omit here, merely for the sake of brevity, a portion of (Mr. Miller’s 
letter which relates to a dialogue carried on between him and Mr. 
Wilks, and which is not important ; and I give the concluding portion 
of this letter, which reads thus,! 

After some farther conversation, I became satisfied that Mr. W. did not 
mean to do anything to set the matter right; when I told him, if he did not 
do something, or write to Mr. Barrett and satisfy him, I should (as I had got 
into the matter) read Mr. B.’s letter to all that I could ascertain had heard the 
outrageous slander, and such others as I might deem necessary in defence of an 
absent man. Whereupon Mr. Wilks, somewhat excited, said if I dared to read 
that letter around, and thereby injure him, he would come out with a full state- 
ment in the N. J. Magazine. I assured him I had no desire to injure him y 
and that I had no personal feeling in the matter ; but if he did not set the 
matter right with Mr. Barrett, just as sure as I lived, I would read the letter 
whenever and wherever I might deem it necessary in the cause of justice. 

The above statement I have carefully read to Mr. Samuel L. Waldo, with a 
request, that, if anything written was incorrect, he would point out the error 
and I would correct it. After it was read, Mr. Waldo said he could not 
discover anything incorrect in the statement. 

Thomas S. Miller. 

Now it appears from the above letter that Mr. Wilks did himself ac- 
knowledge the correctness, in every essential particular, of Mr. Miller’s 
statement in his first letter to me (No. I.) ; and this, too, after it had 
been read to him a second time, and he had been particularly requested 
if there was anything in it calculated to convey an impression different 
from what he meant to convey, he would point it out. And to the 
truth of this Mr. Miller has testified in the most solemn manner, as ap- 
pears from the following affidavit. 

State of California, ) 

County of San Francisco. J 

Thomas S. Miller, of said County and State, and formerly of the city of New 
York, being sworn, says, that the annexed paper, dated New York, Sunday, Sept. 
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3d, 1848, and marked A. [p. 19], purporting to give an account of a conversa- 
tion between the Rev. Thomas Wilks and deponent, in presence of Mr. Samuel 
L. .Waldo, is a correct and true account of said conversation in every particu- 
lar ; that said account was written out by this deponent a short time after said 
interview (the same day, as this deponent believes.) 

This deponent further says, that a letter marked B. [p. 11] , dated New York, 
June 23d, 1848, and (on outside) addressed “ Mr. B. F. Barrett, Cincinnati, 
Ohio,” is the original letter from which deponent copied the copy of the letter 
referred to, as being the letter read to Mr. Wilks by deponent on the day of 
the interview with Mr. Wilks in presence of Mr. Waldo ; and the account 
given in said original letter, of the conversation with Mr. Wilks on board the 
steamboat, is true ; that said letter was written to Mr. Barrett by this depo- 
nent, and that the copy of the same which was read to Mr. Wilks was copied 
by this deponent, and that this deponent believes that said copy was correct 
and true, word for word,* and deponent is sure that it was correct in every 
material particular. * 

And deponent further says that he had no feelings for or against either Mr. 
Barrett or Mr. Wilks in regard to the matters in controversy. 

Thomas S. Miller. 

Subscribed and sworn to this 26th ] 

day of May, 1855, before me, 

Charles Halsey, 

Notary Public. 

And the testimony of Mr. Miller, here given in the most solemn form, 
is confirmed by that of Mr. Waldo, who was present and heard Mr. Wilks 
acknowledge the correctness of Mr. Miller’s written and twice read re- 
port of the statement on board the steamboat, and who certifies as 
follows : — 

I hereby certify and declare that the annexed statement [No.Y] referred to 
in the above affidavit of Mr. Thomas S. Miller, is in all points correct, according 
to the best of my knowledge and recollection. And I will further add, that I 
am well satisfied, that, in all Mr. Miller did in relation to this unpleasant affair, 
he was actuated by a deep sense of duty, and not by any unkind feelingg 
towards Mr. Wilks. 

Samuel L. Waldo. 

New York, May 27th, 1856. 

Now, if Mr. Miller’s testimony in this case is to be relied on, then it is 
certain that Mr. Wilks is justly chargeable with having uttered a bass 
calumny, and one of more than ordinary cruelty, when all the circum- 




* I have compared the copy read to Mr. Wifks with the original letter as sent to 
me, and find them to agree u word for word.” B. F. B. 
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stances of the case are considered. And if Mr. Miller’s testimony is 
to be set aside as worthless, then we must believe him to be an exceed- 
ingly base and unscrupulous man. We must believe that he fabricated 
the statement which he says he got from Mr. Wilks on board the steam- 
boat, and that he never read to Mr. Wilks his copy of that statement, 
or that Mr. W., at any rate, never acknowledged its correctness if read 
to him ; and that Mr. Miller, in making affidavit to all this, has been 
guilty of deliberate perjury. Certainly we ought not to believe a man ca- 
pable of so great wickedness, without the best of evidence. Yet the Gen- 
eral Convention, is seems, without any evidence which it dares produce , 
believes that Mr. Miller has perjured himself in this case. For how, 
otherwise, could the Convention set aside Mr. Miller’s testimony, 
and report, as it has, u that Mr. Wilks has satisfactorily established his 
innocence of the charges made by Mr. Barrett,” having in its hands this 
testimony of Mr. Miller, which, if admitted, proved Mr. W. guilty. For 
the charges made by Mr. Barrett, were based upon the written state- 
ments of Mr. Miller, whose correctness he has since affirmed with the 
solemnity of an oath. The verdict of the Convention sets aside Mr. 
Miller’s sworn testimony as altogether worthless ; and we are not per- 
mitted to know upon what kind or what amount of evidence that body 
relies for proof of Mr. Miller’s perjury. It would seem right and pro- 
per that 7, at least, who am the aggrieved party, should know upon 
what grounds Mr. Miller’s solemn testimony in this case was set aside, 
or by what evidence Mr. Wilks’ innocence was so u satisfactorily estab- 
lished.” But although the evidence, as I learn, was presented in wri- 
ting, I have not been able to this day to obtain one line of it, notwith- 
standing my repeated efforts to do so. I was informed that Mr. John 
L. Jewett was one of the witnesses, and the main one upon which the 
Convention relied in setting aside as worthless the testimony of Mr. 
Miller. And I wrote Mr. Jewett three times, politely requesting him to 
furnish me with a copy of his testimony : but Mr. J. did not condescend 
to answer either of my letters. Hearing that Mr. Secretary Hayward 
had all the testimony in writing, I addressed a polite note to him, asking 
for a copy of that which was supposed to invalidate the testimony of 
Mr. Miller ; but Mr. Secretary Hayward positively refused to furnish 
me with any of that testimony. I then wrote twice to Mr. Wilks himself, 
as politely as I knew how, offering to publish in this pamphlet any evi- 
dence which he had, or had presented to the Convention, in proof of his 
innocence, if he would furnish me with a copy of it. The following is 
my last letter to him, which merely repeats the substance of the 
first : — 
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Orange, July 5, 1856. 

Rev. Thomas Wilks, 

Sir :-I wrote you on the 18th ult., advising you that I was about to publish the 
facts and evidence in the case to which my memorial to the late Convention 
related, and that if you would furnish me with a copy of the testimony whereby 
it was thought by the Convention of last year, that you had “ satisfactorily 
established your innocence” of the offence charged against you, I would cheer- 
fully incorporate such testimony in my forthcoming pamphlet. Not having 
received any answer to that letter, I write you again to say, that I will pub- 
lish in my pamphlet any evidence, not unreasonable in amount, which you may 
think sufficient to prove your innocence ; — so anxious am I to afford you every 
opportunity of vindicating yourself before that ultimate earthly tribunal, where 
the case is now about to be carried. Trusting to hear from you soon if you 
have any evidence you wish to offer, I remain, . 

Yours truly, 

B. F. Barrett. 

To neither of my letters — although it is now nearly a year since they 
were written — has Mr. Wilks ever deigned to reply. And yet, in the 
presence of the Committee appointed at the last Convention to act on 
my memorial, Mr. W. professed to entertain none other than charitable 
and friendly feelings towards me. The reader will see, therefore, that 
it is no fault of mine, that the evidence, by which Mr. Wilks’ innocence 
was thought by the General Convention to have been “ satisfactorily es- 
tablished,” is not presented in this pamphlet. I have used every pro- 
per and reasonable effort to obtain that evidence, but all to no purpose. 
And to this day I am left in ignorance of the precise nature and amount 
of the evidence by which his innocence is thought to have been proved. 

And now as to the reliability of Mr. Miller’s testimony, which, though 
given under oath, has been set aside by the General Convention, as utterly 
worthless. I say has been set aside , for the verdict of that hpdy in this case 
shows that no reliance whatever was placed upon that testimony. And 
thus Mr. M. is indirectly — by implication, at least— pronounced a per- 
jured man by the largest organized body of New Churchmen in the Uni- 
ted States — a body that assumes to be u the General New Church of the 
country.” I know not how this may strike others, but it strikes me as a 
very serious matter. I think nothing short of a large amount of the most 
unquestionable evidence could justify the verdict of such a body, which 
goes to impugn the sworn testimony of a private individual. For it is 
plain that Mr. Wilks’ “ innocence ” cannot be inferred, without sup- 
posing that Mr. Miller has sworn falsely. 

1. In the first place, then, what conceivable motive could Mr. Miller 
have had in manufacturing such a story as this about Mr. Wilks, and 
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then making oath to its correctness ? Especially as he declares, and the 
truth of his declaration is well known to all acquainted with the parties, 
that he was at this time just as friendly to Mr. Wilks as he was to Mr. 
Barrett. What had Mr. M. to gain by writing me such a tissue of 
falsehoods in regard to Mr. Wilks, as the supposition of Mr. W.’s “ in- 
nocence ” implies that he did ? I think the Convention is in duty 
bound to show the existence of some motiie which might have induced 
Mr. M. to commit so great iniquity. I have never heard any adequate 
motive suggested j nor can I possibly conceive of any. 

2. In the second plaqe, I have known Mr. Miller intimately’for seyen 
years, and can tjuly say that I never knew a more sincere, conscientious, 
truthful, and scrupulously just person in my life than he. I never ieacd 
but one individual doubt Mr. M.’s veracity, and that was Mr. John I*. 
J ewett, whose testimony, it is presumed, was mainly relied on by th# 
Convention to invalidate that of Mr. Miller. But I have now in mf 
possession a long communication — too long to publish here — detailing 
the circumstances of a personal difficulty between Mr. Jewett and Mr. 
Miller, which occurred subsequent to this Wilks affair ; the substance 
of which communication is also susceptible of proof, and shows Mr. 
Jewett to have been chiefly — I should say altogether — in the wrong. 
Besides, I have a private letter from Mr. Jewett himself, dated Oct. 31 , 
1848 — about three tnonths after Mr. Miller’s first letter to me, — in 
which he expresses his unbiassed opinion of Mr. Miller’s conduct in 
this case — an opinion all the more valuable from the fact that it was 
expressed before his personal difficulty with Mr. Miller. It will also be 
seen that Mr. J ewett speaks in this letter of another gentleman very 
differently from what he has been known to speak of him Since he has 
been the agent of the General Convention, and in intimate alliance 
with some of its chief rulers. Referring in his letter to the Wilks cal- 
umny, he says : — 

(No. YI.) 

“ I feel very sensibly the injury done you by the gross slander that has been fab- 
ricated against you. A more malicious and fiendish thing I cannot well imagine. 

I am not surprised that it has given you great pain, and that you feel impelled 
to do yourself justice by all justifiable means. Of one thing, however, I can 
assure you, that, for the sake of all your friends here, and, in fact, of all who know 
you — for your full justification and freedom from all suspicion of having ever 
thought of so mean and wicked a thing as that imputed to you — in their 
minds — you need not take another step. There is nobody here that ever 
believed the slander, from the first ; and if there was any one who was dis- 
posed to think you might possibly have given some occasion for it, your letter 
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to Mr. Miller will dispel all their doubts. That letter, detailing all the cir- 
cumstances of your intercourse with Mr. Wilks, will, I feel convinced, carry 
conviction to the mind of every person whose good opinion is worth a straw. 
The judicious manner in which Mr. Miller has acted, and the. foolish evasions, 
equivocations, and contradictions in which Mr. Wilks has involved himself, 
will also satisfactorily determine the kind and degree of agency which Mr. 
Wilks has had in the matter, and prevent him from harming you again. 1 can 
also assure you that your friends here will always see that justice is done you 
in this business whenever and wherever the calumny shall be uttered. 

John L. Jewett. 

This, be it observed, was written at a time when Mr. Jewett was in 
a state of comparative freedom , when he was friendly with all parties — 
with the New York as well as with the Boston brethren — and when he 
Was’ not especially interested in maintaining the order and policy of the 
General Convention. 

3. In the third place, it is an easy thing to establish the credibility 
of Mr. Miller as a witness'in a case of this sort. The following testi- 
monial to his honesty and truthfulness, coming as it does from New 
Churchmen who have known him long and intimately, ought to be suf- 
ficient to satisfy every unprejudiced mind. And a score of other names 
might easily be added if necessary. 

(No. YII.) 

Brooklyn, Aug. 27, 1856. 

We the undersigned, receivers of the heavenly doctrines of the New Jerusa- 
lem, in the cities of New York and Brooklyn, being personally acquainted 
with Thomas S. Miller, (formerly of New York, now of California,) and 
several of us having been for a number of years intimately associated with 
him as members of the same New Church Society, do hereby certify and 
declare that he was ever regarded by us as a worthy member of the church 
and a most excellent man. And we may further add — which we do with 
great pleasure — that we have rarely known an individual whom we con- 
sider more uniformly kind, just, honest, conscientious, and truthful than Mr. 
Miller, or one who aimed to perform all known duties with more scrupulous 
fidelity. 

Samuel L. Waldo, J. K. Hoyt, 

C. Sullivan, Thomas S. Dick, 

Wm. McGeorge, Ferdinand L. Wilsey, M.D. 

Zena H. Harris, George Bush, 

R. L. Smith, Lyman S. Burnham, 

Henry P. Journeay, R. C. Moppat, M.D. 

I will only add to the above the following letter, which I received 
from Prof. Bush upon the samo subject, and which ho has kindly per- 
mitted me to publish. 

4 
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(No. VIII.) 

Brooklyn, May 30th, 1856. 

Dear Br. Barrett, 

Your note of yesterday I have just received, and hasten to say in reply, that 
it gives me no little surprise to learn that there should be, from any quarter, 
an intimation affecting the uprightness, sincerity, and entire truthfulness of our 
esteemed friend Thomas S. Miller, than whom I have scarcely ever known an 
individual of more conscientious spirit or honest intention. 

In reference to the matter to which you allude, I had occasional conversa- 
tions with Mr. M., and I recollect of being particularly struck with the motives 
which appeared to prompt him in the course he pursued. He had heard a 
report of some transactions which seemed to reflect somewhat upon yourself. 
As the tendency was of course to impair a confidence in you which he had 
always cherished, he had evidently determined to investigate the affair thoroughly 
for his own satisfaction, and for the ends of pure justice. He did not appear to 
me to have gone into the inquiry with any foregone conclusion, or with any 
partisan aim. I was strongly impressed that his grand purpose was to establish 
the truth , on which soever side it lay. That he may possibly have mistaken 
the import of some facts or expressions, may be admitted on the ground of 
human fallibility ; but that he intended to conduct the investigation in the most 
upright and impartial manner, and that all his statements were according to his 
most solemn convictions of truth, I have not the shadow of a doubt. Indeed, 
it has seldom been my lot to meet a man who combined in his character more 
of a rigid and Roman integrity of purpose, with more of a gentle and pleasing 
deportment in his ordinary intercourse with men. 

Very truly, Yours, &c., 

George Bush. 

* Now, bow the General Convention, with such testimonials as these 
before it — and the Convention was in possession of all this at its last 
session — could render a verdict directly in the face of the sworn testi- 
mony of Mr. Miller, and one which virtually adjudges him to have been 
guilty of perjury, it is not easy to conceive, unless there be something 
radically wrong — some terrible prejudice, or some deep corruption some- 
where in that body. 

Being prevented, by sickness in my family, from attending the Con- 
vention in 1855, and learning that Mr. Wilks intended, at that meet- 
ing, to make application for membership, I wrote the President of the 
Convention, and sent him at the same time copies of the two letters from 
Mr. Miller (Nos. I. and V. pp. 11, 19) upon which I based my charge 
of calumny. I here give some extracts from my letter to the Presi- 
dent, enough to show how strong and earnest was my protest against his 
being admitted a member of the Convention (which Mr. Worcester con- 
siders a u Church in larger form ”) until the matter complained of was 
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s.et right. My letter was long, and I omit, therefore, for the sake of 
brevity, such portions as seem unimportant. 

(IX.) 

Brooklyn, June 22, 1855. 

Rev. Thomas Worcester, ) 

Boston, Mass. J 
My Dear Brother, 

Along with this I send you copies of two letters, which I received from 
Thomas S. Miller of New York, just after my removal from that city to Cin- 
cinnati. The letters tell their own story. After an intimate acquaintance of 
more than seven years with Mr. Miller, I can say that I never knew a man 
more scrupulously honest, conscientious and truthful than he. I never heard but 
one individual question his truthfulness in the slightest degree, and that could 
easily be accounted for, without impugning Mr. Miller’s veracity — a personal 
difficulty having existed between them. 

Then, in addition to Mr. Miller’s statements, I have the testimony of other 
honest, impartial, well-known New Churchmen, to their correctness in every 
important^ particular. Mr. J. L. Moffat states to me that Mr. Miller has 
correctly reported the conversation had with him, and that he received 
from Mr. Wilks (and from Mr. Allen, to whom Mr. W. first made his 
statement) the same unfavorable impression in regard to my conduct in the 
transaction referred to, which Mr. Miller received : — That he understood Mr. 
Wilks, as Mr. Miller understood him. Mr. Samuel L. Waldo remembers that 
Mr. Wilks’ statement, as reported to me by Mr. Miller in letter, marked 
(No. I.), was read twice to Mr. W. by Mr. M., to see if it was correct ; and 
that Mr. Wilks did affirm its substantial correctness ; also that the questions 
and answers occurred substantially as reported in letter (No. II.), to the best of 
his recollection— Mr. Miller having written down the substance of that con- 
versation immediately after it occurred, and read it to Mr. Waldo the next 
day, while it was fresh in both their memories. 

This is some of the evidence of the substantial truth of all that Mr. Miller 
wrote me in the letters, of which copies are herewith transmitted. 

Then, after stating that I had pursued a course in accordance with 
the President’s advice, the year previous — that I had u been to Mr. 
Wilks, and told him of bis fault, first, between him and me alone, and 
second, in company with another brother, Mr. Samuel L. Waldo,” but 
that I was u very sorry to say, that neither interview was at all satis- 
factory — nay, worse than this — that I came away both times with a 
less favorable opinion of his honesty and truthfulness, than I had when 
I went ” — I closed with the following paragraph : 

And now let me say, that the question here involved, is not a question of 
cloth, as one speaker, who was apparently seeking to be witty, said in Conven- 
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tion a year ago. » It is one of greater magnitude, and of far greater interes t. 
It is whether a minister of the New Church shall be permitted to slander a 
brother minister in a most outrageous and cruel manner, and afterwards, with- 
out having made any attempt at redress, or any acknowledgment even, and 
seeking to cloak his first great wrong by further falsehoods, shall be received 
into the bosom, or elected to offices of dignity, in a body which claims to be 
pre-eminently the Church of the Lord. 

. I am aware of the disadvantage of my position, growing out of the strong 
prejudice against me which unfortunately exists in the minds of some of the 
leading men in the Convention, and their consequent predisposition to take 
sides with any one who will speak ill of me. But I appeal to you, my broth- 
er — not as my friend, for I have no reason to believe that you feel very friend- 
ly towards me — but as a man and a Christian, as a lover of justice and order, 
as the presiding officer of the General Convention, and as one to whom many 
look with confidence for wise counsel, just judgment and prudent action, to ex- 
ert your influence to prevent Mr. Wilks from coming into, or holding any of- 
fice under, the General Convention, until the matter complained of shall have 
been amicably arranged, or Mr. Wilks acquitted of all wrong in the premises, 
by a competent and impartial tribunal. I do not ask— I do not expect you to 
do this on my account, but from a regard to the honor of the body over which 
you preside, and the best welfare of the Church, which I believe you lcve. 

Yours truly, 

B. F. Barrett. 

And a few hours after this letter was sent, the mail brought me from 
California, Mr. Miller’s affidavit, (see page 20). And I immediately 
dispatched another note to the President of the Convention, stating this 
fact, and closing with this plain and emphatic language : 

„ V 

M If the General Convention receives him, (Mr. Wilks) into fellowship, oral- 
lows him to hold any office in its gift, [considering the evidence with which it 
was then furnished,] I am sure it will bring upon itself a disgrace from which 
it cannot recover for many long years. However little regard the Convention 
may have for me or my protest in this matter, I hope, at least, it will have 
some regard for its own dignity and welfare, and for that course of conduct 
which the law3 of Christian charity, not less than the true principles of church 
government, obviously require.” 

But notwithstanding all this, and the evidence against Mr. W. fur- 
nished by Mr. Miller’s letters (Nos. I. & V.) of which I had forwarded 
copies to Mr. Worcester, Mr. Wilks was admitted a member of the Con- 
vention, and Mr. Barrett consequently was adjudged guilty of bringing 
a false accusation against a brother, whose u innocence,” say the Con- 
vention, “ Mr. W. has satisfactorily established.” Immediately after 
the adjournment of the Convention, the following correspondence in re- 
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lation to th^ matter, took place between the President and myself. I 
publish it entire, and leave the reader to judge for himself, whether Mr. 
Worcester’s evasive answer to my inquiry, In what way shall I tell my 
offending brother’s fault to the Church ? or rather, his advice to me, 
not to tell it to the Church at all , evinces a real belief on the part of the 
President of the Convention, in the binding authority of this text, 
(Matt, xviii. 17,) according to its literal sense, and the President’s 
own profession. Mr. Worcester has always insisted strenuously upon 
the obligation of brethren in the New Church to observe this precept 
in the 18th chapter of Matthew, in its literal sense ; and his advice to 
me in Portland, to go and see Mr. Wilks, first, between him and me 
alone, was based professedly upon his belief of the literal teaching of this 
portion of the Word. Yet, after I had conformed to the literal require- 
ments of verses 15 and 16, but without being heard, and ask Mr. Wor- 
cester in what way I shall proceed to obey the command in verse 17th, 
u And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the Church’’ he tells 
me to stop where I am — not to thinlr of obeying this part of the Lord’s 
command at all. I submit whether wo are not just as much bound to 
obey verse 17th in its literal sense in a case like the one now before us, 
as we are to obey the two preceding verses in that sense ; and wheth- 
er Mr. Worcester’s advice in this instance is not proof, either that he 
does not, after all, really consider this precept binding in its litoral 
sense, or if so, that he feels himself at liberty to advise the utter disre*- 
gard and neglect of it, whenever his own wisdom shall suggest this 
course as most expedient. I am at a loss to understand, how that which 
is held as a principle of action, or which is regarded as a divine command h 
can be so easily set aside at the suggestion of expediency . Why may not 
expediency , or our own view of wh at is best under the circumstances, be 
taken as our rule of action always, if, in view of it, we may set aside, 
in a single instance, what we acknowledge to be a command of God ? 
And if this be admitted, what shall hinder man’s wisdom from soon 
rendering all the commandments of God of none effect ? But let this 
correspondence speak for itself. 

(No. X.) 

Brooklyn, July 2, 1855. 

Rev. Thomas Worcester, 

My Dear Brother : — I am informed by Mr. Beswick that Mr. Wilks was 
admitted a member of the General Convention last week, and that neither my 
letters to you, nor Mr. Miller’s letters, of which I sent you copies, were read 
before the Convention. 

My next and final step in regard to Mr. Wilks’ great wrong, of which I 
have complained, is, I suppose, to " tell it to the Church. ” And I would thank 
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you to tell me in what way I shall proceed to do this ; for I presume it will 
not be pretended, that, placing those letters in the hands of three individuals — 
one of whom has long been inimical to me, and was therefore disqualified for act- 
ing upon such a committee, and another of whom is known to be inimical to Mr. 

1 Miller, and for that reason disqualified in like manner — is telling the matter 
complained of to the Church At any rate I should like to know how you view 
it, and what you think is the proper way of telling this offence of my brother 
' * u to the church.” For, having gone thus far in trying to do my duty, I am 
now disposed to persevere even unto the end. 

Hoping to hear from you at your earliest convenience in reply to this, I re- 
main, 

Yours truly, 

B. F. Barrett. 



(No. XI.) 

Boston, July 3d, 1855. 

Dear Brother, 

I have just received yours of yesterday. I had no opportunity to read your 
documents before they went to the Committee, for Mr. Beswick did not deliv- 
er them till after the Committee was appointed. Then I had only time to see 
that they related to the case before I handed them to the Committee. But if I 
had received them earlier, it would have made no difference, for the Convention 
would not have thought it proper to have such letters read before such an as- 
sembly. 

You complain of the composition of the Committee — that one of them was 
inimical to you, and another inimical to Mr. Miller. I appointed the Commit- 
tee, and I found it no easy thing to do ; for over and over again, when I 
thought of any one as a particularly suitable person, it occurred to me that 
you had had some difficulty with him, and so I was obliged to look out for an- 
other. At length I fixed upon those whom I supposed you could not object 
to. Nor do I now believe that either of them was inimical to you. 

You desire to know what I think you should do next. I think you had bet- 
ter not do anything until you have seen the report of the Committee ; for in it 
you will See the Words of men who do not desire to injure any one. You will 
see that they have been very considerate and tender in their expressions with 
respect to you. I hope you will conclude that the cas6 has been submitted to 
impartial men, and that you will abide by their decision. I hope that you 
will also become fully reconciled to Mr. Wilks, and' to the Convention. This 
is the course which, in my opinion, will be most beneficial to you and to the 
Church, and I do earnestly hope that you will not think of any other. 

The plan which you propose, would certainly bring much disgrace upon the 
Church, and I am afraid that it would destroy you entirely. 

I congratulate you upon the recent addition to your family. Please give 
my kind regards to Mrs. Barrett. I have been very glad to learn of the im- 
provement in her health. 

Very truly yours, 

T. Worcester. 
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(No. xn.) 

Brooklyn, July 6th, 1855. 

Rev. Thos. Worcester, 

Dear Brother : — I have received yours of the 3d inst., but am sorry to say 
H does not answer my question so explicitly as I could wish. I consider the 
duty of telling an offending brother’s fault to the Churchy after he has refused to 
hear me, when told of it privately, and then in company with one or two wit 
nesses, to be just as obligatory on me — because igfgatk by the same high au- mjofn 
thority — as the first two steps, which, in the present case, have already been 
taken. In respect to the duty itself, therefore, my mind is clear enough. On 
that point I need no advice. But in regard to the proper or best mode of do- 
ing it, I am not quite so clear. I should like, therefore, to have you answer 
me these questions, explicitly, if you have no objections : — 1st. Do you think 
that handing the documents I sent you, to a committee of three, is telling my 
brother's offence to the Church ? 2nd. If not, will you be so kind as to tell me 
in what way you think I should proceed to tell it to the Church ? Of course 
I shall not do anything until I get the report of the Committee, and I have writ- 
ten to the Secretary to obtain a copy of that part of the Convention’s proceed- 
ings. But you must have formed a strange opinion of my character, if you im- 
agine that any “ expressions ” of the Committee, however “ considerate and ten- 
der,” can satisfy me, so long as their act or decision is unjust, and tending to 
screen the guilty and condemn the guiltless. Sugar-plums may pacify a rest- 
less child, but a court who should seriously offer them to an injured man as a 
means of reconciling him to its iniquitous decision, would thereby add insult 
to injury. No, I want no sugared words in a matter of this sort ; but justice 
— simple justice, is all I ask. And in the present instance, it is not I who de- 
mand this, but the cause of truth, and of injured innocence. 

From what Mr. Hayden tells me, I presume I was misinformed in regard to 
the names of the Committee referred to. I had been told that Mr. Scammon 
and Mr. John L. Jewett were two of them. 

In speaking of the difficulty you found in appointing the Committee, you say : 

“ For over and over again, when I thought of any one as a particularly suitable 
person, it occurred to me that you had had some difficulty with him, and so was 
obliged to look out for another.” Then, I can only say — and I beg you not to 
think that it is said in any unkindness — that you must have a strange and very 
untruthful class of spirit* around you, which I earnestly hope you may be able 
soon to get rid of. For I declare to you, that, out of the large number who 
were at the Convention, I cannot think of more than three or four individuals 
in all, with whom I have ever had the least difficulty ; and of these, Mr. Wilks 
is one, Mr. Stewart of Urbana, is another, and Mr. John Allen is another* I 
have reasons for believing that Mr. Scammon has long felt towards mein away 
that ought to disqualify him for serving on guclTa Committee ; and perhaps I 
might say the same of one or two members of your own Society. 

You express a hope that I may become “^reconciled ” to the General Con- 
vention. Do you then regard every one who criticises fairly the acts of that 
body— who frankly points out its defects, its short-comings, and its mis-doings, 
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as an enemy of the Convention ? If so, I think you commit a great mistake. And 
if the Convention looks upon me in the light of an enemy, it must be, I think, 
on account of the wrong which that Body is at least partially conscious of 
having done me ; and your wiser course, therefore, would be, to urge the Con- 
vention to become reconciled to Mr * Barrett- 
The position which I at present occupy in relation to that Body, is not one of 
my own seeking, as you very well know. It is one in which I have been placed 
solely through the instrumentality of others. I accept it cheerfully, as a provi- 
dential circumstance, not doubting but the Lord has a purpose in it, and a 
duty for me toperform here, and humbly trusting^ that He wjll make that duty 
plain to me and give me the resolution to do it What may be the conse- 
quence to myself personally, is a matter of small moment, and not worth your 
thought or mine; 

In the last paragraph but one of your letter, you say : — w The plan 
which you propose would certainly bring much disgrace upon the church, 
and I am afraid that it would destroy you entirely.” This is indeed extraordi- 
nary language to come from a man occupying your high position, and 
who regards, or professes to regard the instruction in the 1 8th chapter of Mat- 
thew as of binding obligation in its literal sfense. “ The plan which I propose,” 
is, to act fully up to this instruction — to do my whole duty as therein pointed 
out, by proceeding next to tell the offence of my brother to the Church . This 
is all that I now propose to do. And what am I to think of your principles, or 
how can you expect me to believe that you really have any principles, when 
you allow yourself seriously to speak of this “ plan ” in the manner you have. 
I would fain believe, my brother, that you have suffered yourself to speak inad- 
vertantly, or without due deliberation in this instance, or that quite a different 
meaning is concealed beneath your words, from the one which is obvious to ordi- 
nary minds* You will, I trust, excuse my plainness of speech ; for the times 
as well as the occasion, seem to me to demand plain speaking. ’ 

Awaiting your answer to my questions, I remain, 

Yours truly, 

B. F. Barrett. 



(No. XIII.) ' ‘ ~ 

Dear Brother, July 0th, 1855. 

I have just received yours of the 6th inst. I do not see that your duty re- 
quires you to go any farther in the same direction ; but if you could be per- 
suaded to go a fow steps in the opposite direction, I tfyink it would be of im- 
mense use to you. 

5 Yours truly, 

Thomas Worcester. 



After this correspondence, being left to determine for myself on the 
proper way of telling the offence complained of u to the church,” I at 
first determined to tell it through the press — to print and circulate 
among my New Church brethren the facts and the evidence in the case. 
But upon further reflection, I determined to carry the matter to the 
next meeting of tho Convention, an<J see whether that body would allow 
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this brother’s offence, together with the evidence of it, to be told to 
it ; or whether it would practically , as its President had already done 
by his advice, repudiate one of its own acknowledged and fundamental 
rules of discipline, as laid down in the preamble to its Constitution, ( see 
Journal for 1856, p. 55). Accordingly I waited till the next meeting 
of the Convention in 1856, and then addressed to that body the follow- 
ing memorial. 

TO THE GENERAL CONVENTION OF THE NEW CHURCH IN THE UNITED STATES. 

It is known to some of your body, that at the meeting of the Convention in 
Portland two years ago, the name of the Rev. Thomas Wilks was reported by 
the Executive Committee as one whom they had thought proper to appoint As- 
sistant Editor of the Boston N. J. Magazine, although Mr. Wilks, up to that 
time, had not been received into the Convention. It is also known, that, on the 
reading of the Report of that Committee, I moved in Convention that the Rev. 
Thomas Wilks’ name be stricken from the list of officers appointed by them “ on 
the ground that he was not a member of the Convention .” And I was not then, 
nor am I now, aware that any person not connected with the Convention had 
ever before been appointed to office in this Body, if there was one solitary voice 
opposed to his appointment. Nevertheless my motion to have Mr. Wilks’ name 
stricken out upon this ground, met with strong opposition. And when it became 
evident that the motion, if pressed to a vote, would be lost, I stated, with much 
reluctance, but from a solemn sense of duty, that I had other and still stronger 
reasons for urging the omission of this name ; but that I preferred not to give 
those reasons to the Convention at that time — that I deemed it most wise, kind 
and charitable not to do so ; — that I was quite willing however, to state them 
fully and frankly to tlfe Executive Committee, or to any other Committee that 
the Convention might be pleased to appoint. But the retention of Mr. Wilks 
in the office to which the Ex. Committee had appointed him, was still insisted on, 
and it was even thought to be uncharitable in me, that I had declared my strong- 
est reasons for objecting to his premature if not disorderly appointment, to be 
such as I would prefer not to give to the whole Convention. And after hearing 
my course characterized in a manner which I am sure it deserved not to be, I felt 
constrained to add, that, as 1 disliked innuendoes, and liked plain speaking proba- 
bly as much as any of my brethren, I would say that my strongest reasons for 
objecting to Mr. Wilks being appointed to any office in this Convention, was 
that he had been guilty of a grave misdemeanor — a cruel slander — and one 
which had never been retracted nor acknowledged, — I have felt myself here, 
called upon to state thus much, in order that my brethren, who were not pres- 
ent at the Convention in Portland, may see under what circumstances or con- 
straining influences I made the statement that I did. But it was unanimously 
agreed (and I heartily concurred in the vote) that nothing which had been said 
or done in relation to this matter in that Convention, should be suffered to ap- 
pear upon the Journal. 

But Mr. Wilks was still continued in the office to which the Executive Gom- 
5 
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mittee had appointed him :* — and at the last Convention, — which, owing to 
sickness in my family, I was prevented from attending, — Mr. W. applied for 
admission into this body ; accompanying his application with the request that 
certain statements affecting his private character, and made by the Rev. B. F. 
Barrett at the previous meeting of the Convention, might be investigated 44 in 
an impartial and careful manner,” and 41 that the result of the investigation be 
made as public as the charge had been.” Whereupon a Committee of three lay- 
men was appointed by the President to investigate the matter ; which, as only 
one of the parties was present, and witnesses were called only on ora side, could 
not, one would naturally suppose, have been investigated very impartially or 
very thoroughly. It is not, therefore, a matter of very great surprise, under 
all the circumstances of the case, that this Committee should have arrived at 
the conclusion, that Mr. Barrett, “ under the influence of a mistaken impression,” 
had 44 erroneously charged Mr. Wilks with injuring his character ;” that Mr. 
Wilks had “ satisfactorily established his innocence ;” and that there had been, 
on Mr. Barrett’s part, “ a want of conformity to true order, in not seeking to 
be guided by the divine law ” in settling this difficulty “ at first.” Now, how- 
ever natural— and a thing to be expected, under all the circumstances — might 
have been this conclusion of the Committee, I am well satisfied that they would 
have come to quite a different conclusion, had they been in possession of all the 
facts and evidence in the case, and had these been duly considered. Heartily 
concurring, therefore, as I do, in the request of Mr. Wilks, in his memorial to 
the Convention of last year, that this matter be investigated “ in an impar- 
tial and careful manner, in order that the truth concerning the unpleasant affair 
may be satisfactorily arrived at and having myself, without any satisfacto- 
ry result, taken the first two steps required by the law of charily applicable 
to such cases, as that law is understood and interpreted by this* Convention ; 
and Mr. Wilks having been admitted a member of this body, contrary to my 
earnest protest,— I now appear before you, brethren, and respectively ask that 
you appoint an early, hour, when I may tell to you the fault of my'offending bro- 
ther, and lay before you the evidence which I am prepared to offer. And I 
further ask, respectfuPy, that the same publicity be given to this memorial, and 
the conclusions to which it may lead, as was given to that of Mr. Wilks a 
year ago. 

And let me add, that, in what I am now asking and doing, I am not con- 
scious of being actuated by any uncharitable feelings or wrong motives ; but I 
can and do declare, with truth and sincerity, that I should rejoice from the 
bottom of my heart to see Mr. Wilks’ innoeeqee of the offence alleged “ satis- 
factorily established.” But as I confess myself wholly unable to see this at 



* It is worthy of mention here, that the Convention’s Committee on the Journal 
garbled this memorial in a very reprehensible manner, without any authority from 
the Convention, or myself. They omitted, in publishing, just about one half of it — 
all the first half— all proceeding this asterisk — which explains the reason of my 
penning such a memorial, and shows how this matter was first introduced into the 
Convention. 
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present, in the light of the evidence now in my possession, I earnestly and af- 
fectionately solicit the aid of my brethren in helping me to see it. 

Bespectfully submitted, 

B. F. Barrett. 

As soon as I began reading the above memorial to the Convention, one 
of the most prominent and influential members of that body endeavored 
to stop me ; but finally consented to let the memorial be read. But 
the ppnvention were unanimous in refusing to grant my petition. Not 
„ap individual moved that an hour be appointed, or that an oppor- 
tunity be given during the session, for Mr. Barrett to tell to that body 
(which assumes to be “ the General Church of the country ”) the fault 
of his offending brother. And this, too, notwithstanding they were as* 
sured by Mr. Barrett that he asked permission to do this, in obedience 
to the Convention’s own fundamental rule of discipline, and its own un- 
derstanding of Matt, xviii. 17. The Convention, by incorporating this 
rule of discipline into the preamble of its Constitution, clearly contem- 
plates the possibility of cases like the one I brought ; but as soon as a 
case arises, and the aggrieved party proceeds exactly according to the 
acknowledged rule, and respectfully asks permission to “ tell it to the 
Church,” he is not allowed to do any such thing. I submit whether 
the refusal of the Convention to grant the petition in my memorial, does 
not prove, either that this Body hows obsequiously to the opinions and 
authority of one man, or at most a very few men, or that it does not really 
believe this precept in Matthew to be of binding authority in its literal 
sense, or else that it is not ashamed to act directly contrary to its own 
principles. ... ^ 

* When I saw that I was not to be allowed to tell this matter to the 
Convention, I urged the propriety of its being submitted to the Com- 
mittee of ministers, since it was a difficulty between ministers. This, also, t 
was peremptorily refused, contrary to all established ecclesiastical usage. 
But a packed committee of five was appointed, three of whom were lay - 
men, and to this committee I was permitted to tell my offending brother’s 
fault. Willing to err on the side of too great condescension, if, per- 
chance, I might see Mr. Wilks’ innocence “ satisfactorily established,” 

I went before this Committee, in company with Mr. Wilks, and pre* 
sented to them in as lucid a manner as I could, the testimony I have 
here offered — and something more. And not one syllable of rebutting 
testimony was offered-^ not a syllable . Mr. Wilks, however, flatly de- 
nied the statements made and sworn to by Mr. Miller, and corroborated 
by the testimony of Mr. Waldo and others ; and the Committee accept 
this denial — a denial by the accused individual himself of the truth of 
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the testimony against him, and make ap their report accordingly ! Thus 
they allow the unsubstantiated and most improbable statements of the 
accused party , to outweigh not only a great amount of internal evidence 
to the contrary, but the solemn and harmonious testimony of disinter- 
ested parties — of men as scrupulously honest, just and truthful as can be 
found in the land ! Who ever heard of such wanton disregard of all 
the laws of evidence by sensible men called to arbitrate a question of 
this kind ? I never did ; and I can account for it in this instance, only 
by attributing it to the somewhat natural and obviously strong desire 
on the part of that Committee to shield at all hazards the party? whom 
they knew sympathized most cordially with the order and policy of the 
General Convention. But did that Committee consider, I wonder, how 
great an ojitrage it was against every law of charity and every principle 
of justice, to render a verdict entirely contrary to the evidence in the 
case — a verdict which virtually charges three excellent men of unim- 
peachable veracity, with bearing false witness, and adjudges one of them 
to have been guilty of perjury. And this, too, without one syllable of 
testimony to sustain this verdict — upon the mere naked, unsubstan- 
tiated and inconsistent statements of the accused himself! What 
would be thought of one of our civil courts, if, in the case of a man 
charged with robbery or arson, and proved guilty by the unimpeached 
and unimpeachable testimony of three or more witnesses, it should re- 
ceive the naked assertions of the accused himself, and allow his testi- 
mony in his own behalf to outweigh and overthrow that of all the im- 
partial witnesses ? Let such a mode of judicial procedure be pursued 
in our courts, and crime would in all cases escape unpunished. Yet 
this was precisely the course pursued by this ecclesiastical (?) court, in 
the case before us. 

The following is the conclusion of this Committee’s report as pub- 
lished in the Convention’s Journal for 1856, and embodies all that is 
of any importance here. The history of this matter, which they under- 
take to give in the first part of their report will be found more fully and 
correctly given on pp. 13-17 of this pamphlet, in my letter to Mr. Miller, 
whose truth, when read before the Committee, Mr. Wilks himself did 
not pretend to deny in any important particular. 

41 After Mr. Barrett left New York, to preach at Cincinnati, a report be- 
came current in the for m er city to the effect that Mr. Barrett had received 
cloth for a coat from some one, for Mr. Wilks, and then had taken pay for it 
from Mr. Wilks. This, of course, was making Mr. Barrett guilty of a very 
base transaction. The main difficulty of Mr. Barrett with Mr. Wilks was 
based upon the supposition, and appearance to him, that Mr. Wilks originated 
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the slander. Mr. Wilks disclaims having done it. He says that such a 
charge against Mr. Barrett is a calumny ; and he much regrets, that, at. the 
time the report was in circulation in New York, he did not so understand the 
position of affairs as to feel that he was called upon to give his decided testi- 
mony to the strictly honorable dealing of Mr. Barrett in the affair in question. 

“ Your Committee present this statement as due to the Convention, in order 
that they may have correct views of a transaction which has been vaguely and 
imperfectly brought to their notice, and in justice to the two gentlemen con- 
cerned. 

“We could wish that they might have and see sufficient grounds for recon- 
ciliation, — a settlement of the difficulty between them. We have endeavored to 
give them such friendly aid as was in our power towards this end ; and we 
pray that they may be able to do as He would wish to have them, who says, 
‘ If thy brother sin against thee, rebuke him ; and, if he repent, forgive him ; 
and if he sin against thee seven times in a day, and seven times in a day turn 
to thee again, saying, I repent, thou shalt forgive him ; ’ — who says, * Forgive, 
and ye shall be forgiven ; * — and who says, * With the same measure that ye 
mete withal, it shall be measured to you again.” 

w The Committee submit the following resolutions, as expressive of their 
views. 

“ Resolved : First , That, in the opinion of the Convention, the circumstances 
of the case were sufficient to justify Mr. Barrett in demanding an investiga- 
tion. 

“ Resolved : Second f That the explanations given and regrets expressed by 
Mr. Wilks ought to be received as satisfactory by the Convention.” 

And this report was accepted, and the resolutions appended thereto 
were unanimously adopted by the Convention— under protest, however, 
by Mr. Barrett, as contrary to truth and the evidence in the case. 

The u circumstances ” which the Committee here say “ were sufficient 
to justify Mr. Barrett in demanding an investigation,” were circum- 
stances which convinced me that Mr. Wilks was guilty of the alleged 
calumny. And there was not a syllable of testimony presented to in- 
validate the force of these 66 circumstances,” or to change their aspect 
in the slightest degree. Not a single new fact, or new phase of old facts, 
was elicited by the “ investigation.” If, then, I was justified “ in de- 
manding an investigation,” I am justified by the same “ circumstances ” 
in still believing Mr. Wilks guilty of the calumny alleged, since nothing 
which I did not know before was brought to my knowledge by this inves- 
tigation — nothing to change the -aspect or weaken th* force of the “ cir- 
cumstances ” referred to. 

And as to Mr. Wilks’ “ explanations,” they were no explanations 
to me; for, besides being unreasonable, they were inconsistent with 
themselves, and with known and admitted facts, and in direct conflict 
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with the agreeing testimony of unimpeachable witnesses. And if Mr. 
Wilks “expressed ” any “regrets” at anything he had done, it cer- 
tainly was not in my presence. And if he expressed them to the Com- 
mittee in my absence* was it not proper, if they were seeking, as they 
professed to be, a reconciliation , that I should have been informed of the 
nature of those “ regrets.” He insisted perpetually that he had done 
' nothing wrong — had uttered no calumny against Mr. Barrett. What, 
then, had he to regret ? He did, indeed, say that, if he had done any- 
thing out of the way (persisting at the same time that he had not ) he 
was sorry for it. Warf this making any acknowledgment, or expressing 
any regret ? Mr. Wm. J. Parsons, who spoke so earnestly in the Conven- 
tion in Mr. Wilks’ behalf, said he thought this ought to be satisfactory « 
to Mr. Barrett. If a man, charged with robbing Mr. Parsons’ house, 
and proved guilty by the best of testimony, should say, while solemnly 
protesting his innocence, that if he committed the robbery, he was sorry 
for it, Would that be satisfactory to Mr. P. ? If so, he is less wise than 
our laws. Mr. Wilks, say the Committee, “ much regrets, that, at the 
time the report was in circulation in New York, he did not so under- 
stand the position of affairs,” &c. But the testimony is overwhelming 
that he did fully understand “ the position of affairs,” &c. And who 
set the report in circulation ? Who, according to the testimony, but Mr. 
Wilks himself? Mr. Allen, it is said, declares that the calumny orig- 
inated with him. It may be very kind and friendly on the part of 
Mr. Allen to assume such a responsibility, but has the declaration an 
air of probability ? And: if so, how, in view of Mr. Miller’s and Mr. 
Waldo’s testimony, does this relieve Mr. Wilks ? Can any one see how ? 

The Committee at Philadelphia, together with Mr. Wilks and myself, 
were in session about four hours. And then they requested Mr. W. and 
Mr. B. to retire, that they might be in freedom to talk the matter over, 
and make up their verdict from what had been presented. We did retire. 
Both of us went into the body of the Temple where the Convention 
was in session, leaving the Committee in the basement. And in about 
five minutes thereafter, one of the Committee (Mr. Charles S. Close) 
came into the Temple and invited Mr. Wilks to go out with him. Mr. 
W. went immediately out with Mr. C., and was absent just thirty min- 
utes by my watch — and came in alone. In five minutes after he en- 
tered the Temple, the Committee came in with their report. As soon 
as the report was read, I rose in my seat and respectfully asked leave 
to put a single question to the Chairman of that Committee. The Presi- 
dent would not give me leave, but said the Convention might if it thought 
proper. A number of voices immediately shouted, “ No — no, — no.” 
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And not an individual in that whole assembly had the courage, or the 
manliness, or the sense of justice and propriety, to move that Mr. Bar- 
ret have leave to put the question ! And as there was no motion, of 
course no formal vote was taken ; and I sat down. The single ques- 
tion which I wished to propound, was, “For what purpose was Mr. 
Wilks summoned again before the Committee, and privately closeted 
with them for a full half hour, after they had requested us both to re- 
tire ?” And I desired to ask this question, and to have it answered in 
the presence of the whole Convention, that all might see what an im- 
partial course that Committee had pursued. One of the Committee, 

» vheu this question was put to him after adjournment, answered, “ The 
Committee wanted to get some concessions from, Mr. Wilks : That was 
why they sent for him. And they did get some.” Was it not due to 
Mr. Barrett, as the aggrieved party, that he should have been informed 
of the nature of those concessions, or that it should have been stated 
in the report ? Was it right for the Committee to regard no one but 
Mr. Wilks ? And to endeavor, in fixing up their report, to approach 
as near the line of justice as Mr. W. would allow them ? # L$t others 
decide. 

Soon after my return from the Convention, I addressed to Mr. Charles 
S. Close, of Philadelphia (the member who came and called Mr. Wilks 
out of the Temple on the occasion referred to) , the following note 

(No. XIV.) 

’ Orange, June 14, 1866. 

Mr. Charles S. Close, 

Mr Dear Sir, — Will you please inform me for what purpose the Commit- 
tee on my memorial in relation to Mr. Wilks, of which you were a member, 
summoned Mr. W. to appear before them immediately after they had request- 
ed us both to retire. 7t would be gratifying to me to know precisely what 
the Committee desired Mr. Wilks to do or say, and what he did say ; and 
what effect, if any, the statements received from him in that private interview 
had upon the Committee’s report. Your early answer to this inquiry is respect- 
fully solicited by Yours truly, 

B. F. Barrett. 

The following is Mr. Close’s answer. 

(No. XV.) 

_ „ Philadelphia, June 17th, 1856. 

Dear Sir : 

In answer to your note of the 14th, — The Committee did not summon Mr. 
Wilks to appear before them after your being requested to retire. The Com- 
mittee desired Mr. Wilks to say or do nothing that I know of. “ What effect 
the statement received from him in that private interview” was, I cannot 
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answer. I know of no such interview with said Committee, nor was I present 
at the conversation with the person whom I called Mr. Wilks out of the 
church to see. The report of the Committee was written and signed by alj 
the members, before the meeting of that morning took place, and there was no 
word altered, none inserted, none stricken out, not an i dotted, nor t crossed 
afterwards that I know of. . Tours truly, 

Charles S. Close, 

B. F. Barrett, Esq., Beed Sk, East of 4th St. 

Orange, N. J. 

In this reply, it will be observed that Mr. Close denies point blank , 
that Mr. Wilks was summoned before the Committee after we had both 
been requested to retire. Mr. Close “ knows of no such interview with 
said Committee,” as I referred to. Mr. Wilks was called out of the 
Churfch to see somebody else, not the Committee ; and Mr. C. “ was not 
present at the conversation with the person.” And as Mr. Close was 
the gentleman who invited Mr. Wilks out, who should know better tharf 
he, where and for what purpose he was summoned. But the most sin 2 
gular thing about all this is, that all the other members of that Com* 
mittee, (for I addressed the very same inquiry to each of them) should 
have agreed in stating the exact opposite of what Mr. Close says. They 
say that Mr. Wilks was summoned before them after we had both been 
requested to retire ; and state for what purpose he was sent for. Thus 
Dr. Towle, under date of June 19th, says tome. 

“In answer to your inquiries, I have to say, that, after you and Mr. Wilks 
had retired from the Committee, a question arose as to the reply that Mr. W t 
had given to the inquiry, 4 Why he did not correct and put down the story 
in question, when it came to his knowledge that it had assumed a character 
which did injustice to you, and conveyed a false impression to the public?’ 
This, according to my recollection, was the only point in the case, spoken of or 
considered during the time to which you allude.” ’ ^ 

And Mr. Hinkly, in his reply, under date of June 18th, 1856, says : 
u The sole object of our having Mr. Wilks before the Committee again , 
after we had requested you both to retire, was, to ask from him some 
further explanation in regard to his not having taken active measures 
to put a stop to a rumor injurious to your character, even though he was 
not responsible for it. ”* 



* It will be seen from this, as well as from the extract from Dr. Towle’s letter, that 
the Committee assumed^ on Mr. Wilks’ naked declaration, and in opposition to the 
best of testimony, that he was not the originator of the calumny. Hence the dffi- 
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And with this, agree in substance the Rev. Messrs. Pettee,and Stor- 
ry. Singular, and sad too, that these four gentlemen should fib so 
about this little matter, and yet agree so nearly ; for no one can deny 
that Mr. Close, who was the gentleman that called Mr. Wilks out of 
the Church, must have known better than any body else, who sent for him, 
and where he was during that* half hour. And Mr. C. declares that he 
was not summoned before the Committee, and had no interview with 
them ; but was called out by him to converse with some one — stran- 
ger, of course, as Mr. C. u was not present at the conversation.” Ac- 
cording to the principle upon which this Committee have proceeded in 
making up their verdict in this case, we are bound to accept Mr. Close’s 
positive denial of any interview between Mr. Wilks and the Copunittee, 
instead of the united testimony of the other gentlemen to the contrary. 

Such is a brief history of this unpleasant affair from beginning to end 

a history which I never should have thought of placing on record, had 
not the General Convention, by its unreasonable course in this matter, 
and its erroneous and unjust reports, clearly made it my duty to do so. 
X doubt whether so extraordinary an ecclesiastical proceeding was ever 
before recorded or even heard of. 

It was said in open Convention at Philadelphia, that this was a dis- 
graceful affair; and §aid, too, in such a manner, as to produce 
the impression that the chief disgrace of it rested upon Mr. Barrett. 
With equal justice might it be said that disgrace attaches to the man 
who pursues the midnight assassin, and braves difficulty and danger 
for the sake of seeing justice executed upon the offender. Undoubtedly 
all vile and critninal conduct is disgraceful. But on whom does the 
disgrabeVest ? On the innocent sufferers from such conduct, or on the 
evil doers ? I have yet to learn that any disgrace really attaches to him 
who honestly endeavors to ferret out offenders, and to have inflicted on 
them the punishment which their deeds deserve. Much less is it dis- 
graceful for ah innocent man, when an organized body seeks to injure 



culty they found in understanding why he did not M take active measures to put a 
stop to a rumor,” the falsity of which he alone knew all about. He says, (and the 
Committee believe him) that the reason he did not, was, because “he did not under- 
stand the position of affairs, V &c. ! there would have been no embarrassing ques- 
tion here, had the Committee regarded the evidence in the case as more reliable than 
the declaration of the accused. The explanation would then have been easy ; for a 
man does not usually “ take uctive measures to put a stop to a rumor,” which is 
well known to have originated with himself. 

6 * 
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or oppress him, to avail himself of all proper and legitimate methods of 
self defence. Let the oandid reader, in view of the facts and evidence 
here presented, judge whether this affair be most disgraceful to Mr. Bar- 
rett, or to Mr. Wilks and the General Convention. When I consider 
the frailties of our common humanity, and how liable we all are to act 
rashly at times, especially when anything occurs which deeply excites 
our feelings, I am rather surprised that I have been enabled, through- 
out this trying affair, to act as wisely and considerately as I have. I re- 
ally do not see wherein I have offended against any law of Christian 
charity, or failed to do my whole duty in this case. If others see, I 
trust they will kindly point it out to me. 

It is said to be making a great fuss about a very little matter — a little 
bit of doth . And is it 'possible that any New Churchman can look at 
the doth , and overlook the momentous question of moral delinquen- 
cy here involved ? This ought to show us how exceedingly low 
and grovelling our minds are. Suppose a man should steal from you a 
pair of old shoes ; and afterwards, to escape detection, should return 
and plunge a dagger to your heart and set fire to your dwelling. The 
whole neighborhood would be boiling over with excitement and rage. 
And what man in his senses, would think of saying that all this uproar 
was about a bit of old leather ? The leather in the case would not be 
thought of even by the veriest dolt ; so immeasurably would the crime 
of murder and arson outweigh all other considerations. And so in the 
case before us. What man of any moral perceptions, in view of the 
enormity of the offence complained of, could talk or think about doth ? 

There have been other calumnies as gross and cruel as this circulated 
in the New Church — some of them in ways past finding out. It is sel- 
dom known how they get into being, or who sets them on foot. Still 
the envenomed shafts are kept flying. I think it becomes all those 
who are really praying for the peace of Jerusalem, to unite their voices 
in one loud chorus of reprobation of these things. While so great and 
crying an evil as this is tolerated, winked at, excused, or covered up, 
by respectable men, and the offenders even rewarded by the largest or- 
ganized body of the Church by being placed in office and kept in office, 
multitudes will look upon it as quite a venial offence, or, indeed, as 
no offence at all; and this dreadful canker will remain, and increase in 
virulence. It is not those who seek to expose jihis iniquity to the pub- 
lic gaze, but those who seek to palliate or hide it, that merit the repro- 
bation of honest men. It was the duty of the General Convention to 
have rendered such a verdict in the case presented, as should have en- 
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oouraged and strengthened the hearts of those who mourn over the pre- 
valence of this sin. But the unrighteous decision it has rendered— one 
in such direct conflict with the facts and the evidence — so long as it re- 
mains unreversed, will stand as a monument of the judicial blindness 
or incapacity of the Convention ; — nay, worse, a monument proclaiming 
its unblushing alliance with, if not connivance at, an evil which has af- 
flicted the New Church in our country to a lamentable extent. 

That this exposure (which has been made most reluctantly, notwith- 
standing my duty was so plain) may do something to call the serious 
attention of my brethren to this great evil, and to arrest its further pro- 
gress, is the devout wish of one who has suffered repeatedly and in silence 
from the foul breath of slander, and who breaks silence now by no 
means on his own account. 
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